































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Perceived	Ease	of	Use	 34.4%	 47.2%	 28.3%	 39.7%	 244	
Perceived	Usefulness	 31.3%	 9.8%	 9.7%	 16.6%	 102	
Attitude	Towards	Using	 22.1%	 11.4%	 24.8%	 17.2%	 106	
Perceived	or	Actual	Usage	 1.5%	 0.7%	 1.8%	 1.1%	 7	
Behavioral	Intention	to	Use	 0.0%	 0.0%	 3.5%	 0.7%	 4	
Constructs:	Added	in	TAM2	
	 	 	 	
		
Output	Quality	 0.0%	 4.6%	 1.8%	 2.6%	 16	
Experience	 1.5%	 0.7%	 1.8%	 1.1%	 7	
Voluntariness	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Subjective	Norm	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Image	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Job/Task	Relevance	 -	 	-		 	-		 -		 0	
Result	Demonstrability	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
































System	Quality	 56.9%	 65.1%	 40.7%	 58.0%	 357	
Satisfaction	 21.5%	 12.1%	 24.8%	 17.4%	 107	
Information	Quality	 13.3%	 6.2%	 0.9%	 7.5%	 46	
Use/Intention	to	Use	 3.6%	 1.0%	 7.1%	 2.9%	 18	
Net	Benefits	 0.0%	 1.0%	 2.7%	 1.0%	 6	
Service	Quality	 0.5%	 1.0%	 0.0%	 0.7%	 4	
































Task-Technology	Fit	 67.2%	 71.7%	 46.9%	 65.7%	 404	
Performance	Impacts	 0.0%	 1.0%	 2.7%	 1.0%	 6	
Individual	Characteristics	 1.0%	 1.0%	 0.0%	 0.8%	 5	
Task	Characteristics	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Technology	Characteristics	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Constructs:	Added	in	TPC	 	 	 	 	 	
Affect	towards	Using	 21.5%	 11.1%	 24.8%	 16.9%	 104	
Facilitating	Conditions	 3.6%	 11.1%	 11.5%	 8.8%	 54	
Utilization	 3.1%	 0.3%	 1.8%	 1.5%	 9	
Habit	 0.0%	 0.7%	 5.3%	 1.3%	 8	
Expected	Consequences	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	
Social	Norms	 -	 -	 -	 -	 0	

































































ease	of	access	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
ease	of	finding	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
ease	of	getting	to	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
user-friendliness	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
clarity	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
ease	of	navigation	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
ease	of	specific	features	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
setup	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	
organization	 PEU	 SysQ	 TTF	








of	specific	features	 PU	 SysQ	 TTF	
comparison	on	features	 PU	 SysQ	 TTF	

























preference	 A	 S	 A	
Technical	 bugs,	glitches	 -	 SysQ	 TTF	
speed/responsiveness	 -	 SysQ	 TTF	













prefer	 -	 -	 Habit	


















































































































































Q16.2.	X	helps	me	to	study	for	exams/tests.	 PU	 NB	 PI	
Q16.3.	X	helps	me	to	complete	course	assignments.	 PU	 NB	 PI	
































































































































	 	 	 	
Utilization	 1	
Subjective	Norm	 	0	
	 	 	 	
Habit	 	0	
Image	 	0	
	 	 	 	
Expected	Consequences	 	0	
Job/Task	Relevance	 	0	
	 	 	 	
Social	Norms	 	0	
Result	Demonstrability	 	0	
	 	 	 	
Not	Coded	 	0	
Not	Coded	 1	
	 	 	 	
Total	 15	
Total	 15	


























































































































































































































































































		 TAM	 D&M	 TPC	
Collinearity	Assessment	 OK	 OK	 OK	
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# TAM D&M TPC Q 14 What did you like MOST about [the pilot system]?  Why? 
1 - SysQ - Clean look, 
1.1 PEU SysQ TTF *easy to navigate, 
1.2 PU InfoQ TTF *and integrated assignment submission confirmation. 
2 PU SysQ FC Fits my schedule and I am able to use it whenever I am not working.  
3 PEU SysQ TTF I like the organization of Course Tools to group together some of the most 
important features of the site such as grades and quizzes.  
3.1 PU InfoQ TTF *I like that an overall grade for the course is shown for grades.  
4 PEU SysQ TTF I liked how it hard [sic] a lot of ways to like breakdown class things like 
grades, content, quizzes and so on. 
5 OQ InfoQ TTF I liked the grades always being up to date,  
5.1 PU SysQ TTF *the list of home works,  
5.2 PEU InfoQ TTF *the files labeled with course subjects. 
5.3 A S A *I love [the pilot system]! 
6 PEU SysQ - It has a clean layout  
6.1 PEU SysQ TTF *and is user friendly. 
7 PEU SysQ TTF It was easy to use and understand 
8 A S A NOTHING 
9 PEU SysQ TTF straight forward and easy to navigate  
9.1 PEU SysQ TTF *but was hard learning it to begin with. /  
10 PEU SysQ FC The relative ease of access. 
10.1 PEU SysQ TTF 
*I liked how simple and straight forward the navigation was within the class.  




TAM: (PU) Perceived Usefulness; (PEU) Perceived Ease of Use; (A) Attitude Towards Using; (BI) Behavioral 
Intention to Use; (U) Perceived or Actual Usage; (V) Voluntariness; (E) Experience; (SN) Subjective Norm; (I) 
Image; (R) Job/Task Relevance; (OQ) Output Quality; (RD) Result Demonstrability 
 
D&M: (SysQ) System Quality; (InfoQ) Information Quality; (ServQ) Service Quality; (U) Use/Intention to Use; 
(S) Satisfaction; (NB) Net Benefits 
 
TPC: (TaskC) Task Characteristics; (TechC) Technology Characteristics; (IndC) Individual Characteristics; 
(TTF) Task-Technology Fit; (PI) Performance Impacts; (U) Utilization; (A) Affect towards Using; (SN) Social 






    
 Unit 
# TAM D&M TPC Q 15. What did you like LEAST about [the pilot system]? Why? 
1 OQ InfoQ TTF 
I think there needs to be a confirmation of something being posted on the 
discussion board.  It wouldn't do anything, just stay on the page I was on.  I 
just hoped it went through every time. 
2 PEU SysQ TTF too many access points for similar things made it difficult to make sure that 
things were submitted and to find descriptions for assignments  /  
2.1 PU SysQ TTF 
*also, the fact that it doesn't send emails through the [university] email 
system was a big downside, as it meant that in addition to checking umail, I 
had to check [the pilot system's] mailbox as well  
3 PEU SysQ TTF 
It was almost too complex. Sometimes I would just want to view an 
assignment or something small and I would have difficulty getting there and 
would have to click multiple buttons until I would find it. 
4 U U U 
I think if the instructor had used more of the features it would have been 
great, but she does not use the grade book or the assignment tab.  Makes it 
very difficult to evaluate.   
5 PEU SysQ TTF 
I found the organization of the site made things hard to find. When I began 
using the site I had trouble finding the specific content. As an example, on 
the home screen the content browser still displays Chapter 4 content despite 
the fact that we are now on Chapter 9 and that is the content I have most 
recently accessed. Since the home page doesn't keep up with current material 
I have to manually access the content from the content tab at the top of the 
page.  /  
6 PEU U TTF It was too hard to learn how to use it. We tried the first two weeks and then 
our teacher gave up. 
6.1 A S A *Stick with [current system] and other websites. 
6.2 PEU SysQ TTF *They are more user friendly.  
    
 Unit 
# TAM D&M TPC 
Q18.  Please share anything else you would like to tell us about your 
experience using [the pilot system] this semester 
1 PEU SysQ TTF [The current system] is so much easier to use and easier to navigate. 
1.1 - - FC  *I did not like going to all the different sites for one class. 
2 PEU SysQ - Overall, I prefer the layout  
2.1 PU SysQ TTF *and functionality of [the current system] to [the pilot system].  
3 U U U We never even used it. It set us behind in the class at least three weeks. 
3.1 A S A *Strongly do not reccomend [sic] this to anyone 
4 A S A [The current system] is much better than [the pilot system] 
5 - - FC It was a real hassle to use [the pilot system] for one class while all my other 

















Q10	 0.151	 0.215	 0.178	 single	item	
Q11_avg_PU	 0.361	 0.594	 0.776	 0.192	
Q12	 0.473	 single	item	 0.667	 0.215	
Q13	 0.448	 0.704	 0.742	 0.160	
Q16_1	 0.377	 0.499	 0.852	 0.081	
Q16_2	 0.399	 0.462	 0.790	 0.054	
Q16_3	 0.326	 0.537	 0.824	 0.181	
Q16_4	 0.323	 0.435	 0.780	 0.203	
Q16_5	 0.443	 0.588	 0.886	 0.176	
Q16_6	 0.473	 0.559	 0.886	 0.192	
Q16_7	 0.304	 0.434	 0.775	 0.086	
Q16_8	 0.408	 0.479	 0.823	 0.092	
Q16_9	 0.514	 0.637	 0.916	 0.171	














Q10	 0.171	 0.160	 0.203	 single	item	 0.151	
Q11_avg_PU	 0.696	 0.647	 0.853	 0.192	 0.361	
Q12	 0.616	 0.704	 0.855	 0.215	 0.473	
Q13	 0.646	 single	item	 0.765	 0.160	 0.448	
Q16_1	 0.867	 0.550	 0.695	 0.081	 0.377	
Q16_2	 0.810	 0.518	 0.632	 0.054	 0.399	
Q16_3	 0.833	 0.499	 0.719	 0.181	 0.326	
Q16_4	 0.802	 0.438	 0.639	 0.203	 0.323	
Q16_5	 0.910	 0.592	 0.730	 0.176	 0.443	
Q16_6	 0.903	 0.595	 0.738	 0.192	 0.473	
Q16_7	 0.782	 0.491	 0.636	 0.086	 0.304	
Q16_8	 0.784	 0.555	 0.802	 0.092	 0.408	
Q16_9	 0.910	 0.669	 0.821	 0.171	 0.514	




















Q10	 0.151	 0.118	 0.163	 0.216	 single	item	
Q11_avg_PU	 0.361	 0.099	 0.701	 0.855	 0.192	
Q12	 0.473	 0.130	 0.611	 0.874	 0.215	
Q13	 0.448	 0.020	 0.647	 0.895	 0.160	
Q16_1	 0.377	 0.139	 0.865	 0.628	 0.081	
Q16_2	 0.399	 0.067	 0.800	 0.582	 0.054	
Q16_3	 0.326	 0.159	 0.839	 0.630	 0.181	
Q16_4	 0.323	 0.155	 0.805	 0.543	 0.203	
Q16_5	 0.443	 0.181	 0.898	 0.675	 0.176	
Q16_6	 0.473	 0.123	 0.895	 0.669	 0.192	
Q16_7	 0.304	 0.090	 0.787	 0.577	 0.086	
Q16_8	 0.408	 -0.005	 0.830	 0.617	 0.092	
Q16_9	 0.514	 0.117	 0.910	 0.753	 0.171	
Q17	Recoded	 single	item	 0.050	 0.472	 0.488	 0.151	



























































































































































































































Constructs	 VIF	<	5.00	 VIF	<	5.00	 VIF	<	5.00	
Service	Quality	 		 2.407	 2.407	
System	Quality	 		 2.407	 2.446	
Use	 1.023	 		 1.043	


















LnL	 -654.20	 2757.08	 3595.09	
AIC	 1322.40	 -5484.16	 -7144.18	
CAIC	 1351.50	 -5421.86	 -7048.66	





LnL	 -683.77	 2844.54	 2879.57	
AIC	 1387.55	 -5647.08	 -5663.141	
CAIC	 1429.08	 -5559.86	 -5562.236	





LnL	 -886.071	 2508.857	 2498.72	
AIC	 1790.142	 -4979.715	 -4939.44	
CAIC	 1827.522	 -4900.802	 -4819.00	

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































		 		 		 		 Use	
->	S	
n
.s.	
0.27	
0.25	
n
.s.	
0.14	
		
0.33	
0.35	
U
se	->	
N
B
	
0.46	
0.34	
0.36	
0.29	
0.48	
		 		 0.23	
S->	
N
B
s	
P
LS-
SE
M
	
		 CFA
	
regres-
sion
	
an
alysis	
C
B
-SE
M
	
C
B
-SE
M
	
C
B
-SE
M
	
C
FA
	
		 Analysis	
	
	
	 	
A
bbreviations:	U
ser	Satisfaction	(S),	N
et	B
enefits	(N
B
),	Service	Q
uality	(ServQ
),	System
	
Q
uality	(SysQ
).	For	V
ariance	E
xplained,	blank	cells	in
dicate	the	construct	w
as	not	included	
an
d/or	w
as	n
ot	en
dogenous;	for	P
ath	Coefficients,	blank	cells	ind
icate	the	relation	w
as	not	
m
easured.	
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Appendix	O:	Common	Points	of	Comparison	with	Other	LMS	Studies	using	TPC	
T
his	Study	
A
verage	
M
cG
ill	&
	
K
lobas	
(2009)	
Larsen
	et	
al.	(2009)	
Y
u	&
	Y
u	
(2010)	
M
cG
ill	et	
al.	(2011)	
Lin
		
(2012)	
		 		
0%
	
		 		 		
50%	
		 		 TT
F	 V
ariance	E
xplained	
24%
	
45%
	
61%
	
58%
	
26%
	
		 35%
	
A
	
2%
	
31%
	
22%
	
37%
	
57%
	
8%
	
		 Util.	
56%
	
50%
	
45%
	
		 66%
	
32%
	
57%
	
P
I	
n
.s.	
		 		 		
0.36	
		 		 In
dC
har	
->	T
T
F	
Path	Coefficients	
0.49	
0.63	
0.78	
		 0.51	
		 0.60	
T
T
F	
->	A
	
n
.s.	
0.42	
0.26	
		 57%
	
		 		 A	->	
U
til.	
0.75	
0.52	
0.53	
		
0.30	
0.52	
0.73	
T
T
F	->	
P
I	
n
.s.	
0.46	
0.30	
		
0.62	
n
.s.	
		 Util.	->	
P
I	
P
LS-
SE
M
	
		 PLS-
SE
M
	
P
LS-
SE
M
	
C
B
-SE
M
	
P
LS-
SE
M
	
P
LS-
SE
M
	
		 Analysis	
	
A
bbreviations:	T
ask-T
echn
ology	Fit	(T
T
F),	A
ffect	tow
ards	U
sin
g	(A
),	
U
tilization	(U
til),	Perform
ance	Im
pacts	(P
I),	In
dividual	Characteristics	
(In
dChar).	For	V
ariance	E
xplained,	blan
k	cells	indicate	the	construct	w
as	not	
included	and/or	w
as	not	endogenous;	for	Path	Coefficients,	blank	cells	
indicate	the	relation
	w
as	not	m
easured.	
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Appendix	P:	Summary	of	Suggested	Survey	Questions	for	LMS-PM	Core	Constructs	
LMS-PM	
Constructs	
Suggested	Questions	for	Demo	&	
	Short	Hands-On	Experience	
Suggested	Questions	for	LMS	Full	Pilot	
LMS	Quality	 	
(Adapted	from	Jan	&	Contreras,	2011)	
I	have	no	problem	with	the	overall	quality	of	X.	
	
(Adapted	from	Lin,	2007)	
The	operation	of	X	is	reliable.	
	
(Adapted	from	Klobas	&	McGill,	2010)	
X	is	available	when	I	need	it.	
Output	is	in	the	needed	form.	
	
(new	question	in	draft	form)	
I	frequently	encounter	glitches	and	errors	while	using	X.	
	
LMS	Pilot		
Conditions	
	
(new	questions	in	draft	form)	
I	understand	why	this	course	was	trying	out	X.	
It	was	not	a	problem	to	use	X	for	only	one	course	this	semester.	
Help	was	available	when	I	had	difficulties	using	X.	
Perceived	
Ease	of	Use	
(new	questions	in	draft	form)	
It	would	be	easy	to	navigate	around	X.	
Finding	things	in	X	would	not	a	problem.	
I	would	find	using	X	very	confusing.	
	
(Adapted	from	Yi	&	Hwang,	2003)	
Learning	to	use	X	would	be	easy	for	me.	
Overall,	I	would	find	X	easy	to	use.	
(new	questions	in	draft	form)	
It	is	easy	to	navigate	around	X.	
Finding	things	in	X	is	not	a	problem.	
Using	X	is	very	confusing.	
	
(Adapted	from	Yi	&	Hwang,	2003)	
Learning	to	use	X	is	easy	for	me.	
Overall,	I	find	X	easy	to	use.	
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LMS-PM	
Constructs	
Suggested	Questions	for	Demo	&	
	Short	Hands-On	Experience	
Suggested	Questions	for	LMS	Full	Pilot	
Perceived	
Usefulness	
(adapted	from	this	study)	
Please	rate	the	usefulness	of	the	following	tools	and	features	of	
X	in	contributing	to	 your	work	in	courses	Scale:	would	not	use	
this	feature,	not	at	all	useful,	slightly	useful,	moderately	useful,	
highly	useful:	[list	of	specific	tools	and	features]	
	
(Adapted	from	Yi	&	Hwang,	2003)	
Using	X	would	improve	my	performance	in	courses.		
Using	X	would	increase	my	productivity	in	courses.		
Using	X	would	enhance	my	effectiveness	in	courses.		
Overall,	I	would	find	X	useful	in	courses.	
	
(from	this	study)	
Please	rate	the	usefulness	of	the	following	tools	and	features	of	X	in	
contributing	to	 your	work	in	this	course.	Scale:	did	not	use	this	feature,	
not	at	all	useful,	slightly	useful,	moderately	useful,	highly	useful:	[list	of	
specific	tools	and	features].	
	
(Adapted	from	Yi	&	Hwang,	2003)	
Using	X	improves	my	performance	in	this	course.		
Using	X	increases	my	productivity	in	this	course.		
Using	X	enhances	my	effectiveness	in	this	course.		
Overall,	I	find	X	useful	in	this	course.	
	
Perceived/	
Anticipated		
Impact	on	
Learning	
(adapted	from	this	study)	
Perceived	impact	on	learning	
Scale:			strongly	disagree,	disagree,	neither	agree	nor	disagree,	
agree,	strongly	agree,	not	applicable	
X	would	help	me	to	learn	the	course	materials/content.	
X	would	help	me	to	study	for	exams/tests.		
X	would	help	me	to	complete	course	assignments.		
X	would	help	me	to	make	efficient	use	of	my	time	in	the	course.		
X	would	help	me	to	be	in	control	of	my	own	learning	in	the	
course.		
X	would	help	me	to	communicate	with	my	professor.	
X	would	help	me	to	communicate	with	my	fellow	students.	
X	would	help	me	to	know	how	I	am	doing	in	the	course.	
X	would	be	beneficial	to	my	overall	learning	in	the	course.	
(adapted	from	this	study)	
Perceived	impact	on	learning	
Scale:			strongly	disagree,	disagree,	neither	agree	nor	disagree,	agree,	
strongly	agree,	not	applicable	
X	helps	me	to	learn	the	course	materials/content.	
X	helps	me	to	study	for	exams/tests.		
X	helps	me	to	complete	course	assignments.		
X	helps	me	to	make	efficient	use	of	my	time	in	the	course.		
X	helps	me	to	be	in	control	of	my	own	learning	in	the	course.		
X	helps	me	to	communicate	with	my	professor.	
X	helps	me	to	communicate	with	my	fellow	students.	
X	helps	me	to	know	how	I	am	doing	in	the	course.	
X	was	beneficial	to	my	overall	learning	in	the	course.	
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LMS-PM	
Constructs	
Suggested	Questions	for	Demo	&	
	Short	Hands-On	Experience	
Suggested	Questions	for	LMS	Full	Pilot	
Feedback:	
LMS	
Preference	
(new	question	in	draft	form)	
I	would	recommend	X	for	use	in	courses	at	[our	institution].	
	
(revised	from	this	study)	
Overall,	compared	to	[our	institution’s]	current	LMS	(title),	
please	select	the	choice	that	 best	describes	your	preference	
for	[current	LMS]	versus	X:	
	
I	would	prefer	[current	LMS]	over	X.	
I	have	no	preference.	 	
I	would	prefer	X	over	[current	LMS].	
	
(new	questions	in	draft	form)	
In	the	future,	my	professor/instructor	should	continue	to	use	X	in	this	
course.		
I	would	recommend	X	for	use	in	other	courses	at	[our	institution].	
	
(revised	from	this	study)	
Overall,	compared	to	[our	institution’s]	current	LMS	(title),	please	
select	the	choice	that	 best	describes	your	preference	for	[current	LMS]	
versus	X:	
	
I	prefer	[current	LMS]	over	X.	
I	have	no	preference.	 	
I	prefer	X	over	[current	LMS].	
	
	
Open-Ended	
Questions	
(from	this	study)	
What	did	you	like	most	about	X?	Why?	
	
What	did	you	like	least	about	X?	Why?	
	
Additional	Comments:	
Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	tell	us	about	your	
experience	getting	a	demonstration/brief	hands-on	experience	
with	X?	
(from	this	study)	
What	did	you	like	most	about	X?	
	
What	did	you	like	least	about	X?	
	
Additional	Comments:	
Is	there	anything	else	you	would	like	to	tell	us	about	your	experience	
using	X	this	semester?	
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